
VOL. II. No. 6. NOVEMBER, 1895.

T H E PSYCHOLOGICAL REVIEW.

THE CONFUSION OF FUNCTION AND CONTENT-
IN MENTAL ANALYSIS.1

BY DICKINSON S. MILLER,

Bryn Mawr College.

If we are not quite ready to say, with Heracleitus, that
strife is the father of all things, at least it is a familiar truth
that strife is the father of nearly all things that are good in
scientific discovery. A truth we do not all so clearly see is
that that unflagging controversy which is the life of a science
requires a basis or background of comity and order to be
truly productive. We must be agreed upon the ground of
hostilities, upon the scene of action, upon the permitted
weapons of warfare, before our campaigns can settle any-
thing, or draw any definite frontier across the map of opin-
ion to divide knowledge from error. And one thing more
is needed if the best results are to issue from our disputa-
tion: the chances of war must be so narrowed and defined
that we know without chance of mistake when we are de-
feated. The celebrated virtue of the British soldier is noth-
ing better than a vice in the controversial engagements of
science.

The capital importance of this last condition is far too
little considered. The danger is a double one. The waste-
ful pertinacity that protracts discussion, when it ought to
be applying its results, is not worse than those premature

,lA paper read before the American Psychological Association in the session of
1893. .1 have not thought it needful to remove the traces it bears of the occasion of
its delivery.
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surrenders that have checked progress so often of late in
such sciences as political economy, metaphysics and psy-
chology. For such a surrender withdraws from the contro-
versy an element of thought that should in its measure go to
the making of the final result. The empiricists among you
will not need to be reminded of the deplorable magnanimity
of J. S. Mill, which prompted him to such gratuitous con-
cessions of his father's principles, nor of how, the process
once begun, his own principles melted away in the hands of
his successors. If transcendentalism has almost fallen silent
n Germany and empiricism forgotten at least its bolder

tones in England, it can hardly be in both cases because unbi-
ased reason has passed judgment.

Now, all these mischiefs of discussion are rife at the
present moment in psychology. To contribute to the con-
troversy is in many cases merely to contribute to the confu-
sion ; and, accordingly, it is well to turn to the more profit-
able business of defining that basis of agreement which is a
chief means of making disagreement fruitful.

Among those unsettled matters which are in their turn
unsettling to much besides, I take as one of the foremost
the relation of content and function in the analysis of mental
phenomena. There is a wide distinction here which in con-
temporary discussion is, as I think, too commonly obscured.
A mental state is significant, of course, to the psychologist,
not only for what it is, but for what it brings about; but it
is widely assumed that what it brings about must in some
sort be visibly reflected in what it is—in its intrinsic charac-
ter. An idea has not only a particular ' content'; it has
also a part to play in the mental life. It calls up other
ideas; it influences the future course of thought or action.
Now, the confusion to which I refer consists in supposing
that mental causes, unlike physical, must themselves be an
index, by the internal evidence they offer, of the train of
consequences that they entail; that their function must be
wholly determined by their content, and that accordingly
their content is a sufficient key to their function. But this
assumption, which is not self-evident, is further; I believe,
entirely false.

-/-'•.S.V-»'->'«.•
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Instances of what I mean abound ; and I cannot bring the
matter before you better than by'drawing attention to a suc-
cession of cases in which the confusion and its attendant mis-
chief are unmistakable.

The difficulties that figure in the time-worn dispute about
the nature of general and abstract ideas are familiar. How
can we employ our minds about a class of things if we are
not in possession of an express class-idea, distinct from any
idea whatever of concrete particulars? And yet how are
we to frame a notion of a horse, for example, which shall
represent neither a particular horse nor a collection of
horses, which shall have color, but neither black, brown, nor
any especial color; figure, but no one figure; size, but no
exact size? How can we disengage those abstract elements
common, "as we say, to a class from the irrelevant particu-
larities in which they are embodied and in which alone they
exist. The difficulties of the problem are so obstinate that
neither the so-called nominalists nor the so-called concep-
tualists, as a party, rest securely upon definite formulas,
but covertly resorts at need to the language, if not the con-
ceptions, of the other. The two opposing doctrines, in the

. strict extremity of their statement, seem the two horns of a
hopeless dilemma, and the manifold compromises combine
the difficulties of both.

Nor do these difficulties yield to the suggestion of Pro-
fessor Huxley, Professor Sully and others, that the generic
image may be a vague or blurred image, like a ' composite
photograph.' The suggestion completely misses the point
of the problem. A vague color or form, for instance, is a
particular visual phenomenon and corresponds neither to all
the colors or forms of its class (for it is single), nor to each
of them (for they are mostly not vague); and it seems equally
beside the mark to say that, although the conceptual image
presents only some particular, yet it is coupled with an in-
definable momentary ' sense of our meaning' which ' refers'
the image to the whole class, and shows us how to «inter-
pret '.and apply it. In order to mean a genus and not a par-
ticular, we must think of it, and how we can think of it is
the very thing that gravels us. The verb ' to mean,' which
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repeatedly of late has masked the begging of a psychological
question, is in this case a somewhat thin disguise.

But there is a resort less unpromising. Are there not
really detachable psychic elements identical in kind in our
ideas of the different members of a class? To avoid irrele-
vant complications, consider at once a class of sensations or
sensory perceptions; let us say the class of colors. One is
prompted to answer distinctly, No: there is assuredly no
identical element of ' color' discoverable alike in a shade of
pure red and a shade of pure green, regarded as sensations.
The two hues are • similar' in so far as they are both colors,
but they are in no respect ' the same;' they are not similar
by having each a little of some one psychic material. But
may not this answer be hasty? May there not be, invariably
bound up with these colors in our perception and remem-
brance, some item of feeling incident to the physical process
of vision? And might not this element remain the same,
whatever color was before the eye, so that its presence
would come to characterize the whole class of colors? Ob-
serve the issues here at stake. We speak of visual sensa-
tions and auditory sensations, for example, as of two classes
self-evidently different—divided from each other by a broad
disparity of sensational complexion. Yet there is an obscu-
rity here. What is the tie of kinship between the color red
and the color green which does not exist between the color
red and the sound of a bell? We say the color and the
sound are obviously less alike than the two colors; but
wherein? Green and red are wholly and at all points dis-
tinct; how can red and the clang of the bell be more so?
You see how we are touching the whole broad problem that
Professor James and Professor Stumpf have discussed so
suggestively—the problem of the analyzable or unanalyzable
character of the sense of similarity. There are bold analysts
who would not stickle at saying that the so-called visual sen-
sations are thrown together into a class by the mere circum-
stance that they are acquired alike through the eye and the
auditory sensations by the mere circumstance that they are
acquired through the ear; the same applying to the other
senses. This does not mean thai* if the visual sensations, in
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themselves unchanged, should come through the ear they
would be assimilated at once to the present auditory sensa-
tions and appear no longer in any wise alike; a statement
which oversteps the bounds of sober discourse. It means
that what we now experience and remember as visual sensa-
tions contain within them an element of feeling, muscular,
perhaps, which is impartially the same in all. Now, if we
can extend this to all the senses, it certainly seems to throw
some illumination upon the problem of generic ideas; for
these elements of feeling when detached might form the
class-notions of the various sets of sensations on which they
attend. But clearly the theory cannot stop short at those
grand divisions that we call the senses. It must explain
why dark blue and light blue, though really quite distinct
colors, appear intrinsically more alike than dark blue and
green; and so through a broad range of cases. Shall we
suppose that, besides the attendant sensation which charac-
terizes colors at large, there is a hierarchy of less general
attendant sensations, distinguishing classes and sub-classes
and still smaller groups until we come to the particular?
It is a somewhat violent hypothesis; yet nothing short of it
would seem to rescue us from the admission that there are
classes of mental facts whose members have no one element
in common.

And it is not only that the supposition strains our credu-
lity ; even on its own showing it does not really go far
enough to help us here. I hope you will bear with me if I
seem now and again to be too metaphysical in method.
Metaphysics was certainly not nominated in the bond for
this paper; but one can no more get a pound, nay an ounce,
of strictly accurate psychology without a few drops of what
some will call metaphysics than Shylock his covenanted
flesh without blood. Either these common elements, in the
case of colors, for instance, can be disengaged from the
special elements with which they are ordinarily blended, or
they cannot. If they cannot, we cannot form with them a
pure generic image. If they can, then we ought to be able
to imagine the residual quality of red or of green, apart
from the « common element' which allies it to the rest of its'
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class; and we ought to find that, thus imagined, it no longer
shows likenesses or unlikenesses. For it would seem to be
clean against psychological analogy to hold that we could
extricate and isolate the common elements and yet not the
special ones. But manifestly no such disappearance of like-
nesses ever takes place. It is a disappearance we should be
quite at a loss to conceive.

I know that there are other replies that can be made to
my objections, as well as other objections to this theory that
could be advanced, but I believe the reply to be fallacious
and the other objections for our present purpose needless.
So far—perhaps too long—I have thought it necessary to
dwell upon this conception by way of clearing ground.
Having pointed out what seems to me its fatal weakness, I
must pass on. In this brief compass I cannot attempt to
prove my suggestions to the bitter end; I can do but a little
more than lay them before you.

If I am right, then, this last resource of conceptualism is
unable to sustain that doctrine, which accordingly must fall
to the ground. That is to say, the tenet that a single men-
tal state can by its content represent what are called the
abstract qualities common to a class, cannot stand. But
those who are perplexed by this outcome forget that there
is another sense in which a mental state can represent a
class. It can represent a class by its function, by the conse-
quences it produces; not by what it is, but by what it does.
An image with particular content can do duty as the repre-
sentative of a class. By its psychical connections, in a word
by its associations, it can prompt the right action towards
the members of the class and inhibit any false thoughts
about them.

Consider some of the critical cases. I assert of an object
that it is red: ' The book is red.' The word ' the' implies
that certain peculiarities of the book, perhaps its size, shape
and position, are already known to you; but it is out of
sight, and I am informing you of its color. Now, some
psychologists would tell us that in thinking my sentence,
1 the, book is red,' you are affixing in thought to an objectin
part previously known an abstract property or 'universal*
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also previously Tcnown. This is pure conceptualism. Oth-
ers—some of the older Associationist schools, to wit—hold
that we are seeing the book with the mind's eye, as similar
to imagined red objects and as contrasted with imagined
objects of another color. Judgment they regard, in accord-
ance with the alleged psychological law of relativity, as
involving comparison and contrast. But what shall hinder
us from supposing—so far in agreement with the fine analy-
sis of judgment contained in Professor Benno Erdmann's
Logik—that we simply fill out our previous vaguer image of
the book by imagining it as red—that shade of red which
the word, used in connection with the word book, first calls
to our mind. Previously we had conceived it with a toler-
ably specific size and shape, but the color was vague, dull
and shifting. Now we conceive it a distinct red. The
shade of red may need correction when we see the book,
but meantime we have in such wise completed our image
that we can use the word red of the book with security,—
enable a servant, perhaps, to distinguish and bring it, or a
child to avoid touching it. And this is clearly a typical
case.

Thus, as regards a multitude of instances, we have got
rid of the psychological abstract altogether, and have seen
that the particular image, though perhaps imperfectly re-
sembling the object" in point of content, yet duly performs
the function of guiding our action towards it, and of sum-
moning at needj the correct word. I may remind you that
the word • book,' as well as the word «red,' called up a per-
fectly concrete, though probably a blurred or fragmentary
or shifting, vision. The other cases show no essentially
different process. Suppose I employ an abstract or generic
term at large, as one may say. Suppose I ask: ' Do you
prefer red or blue in bookbinding?' Before answering you
compare in imagination a series of particular colors associ-
ated with the word red with a series of particular colors asso-
ciated with the word blue. It would be idle, even were it
possible, to compare generic red with generic blue, for your
preference may be only for one especial shade. Here you
see my deliberation is guided aright, because the word red

.-.1,.
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and the word blue duly perform their function of calling up
the two ranges of colors with which they are severally as-
sociated. My understanding of the question and my cor-
rect answer depend mainly on the function, not the content,
of some of my ideas. Suppose, again, that I lay down ' a
general proposition:' 'all bright-colored books are easily
soiled.' As an acute friend of mine once remarked, the
mental process is better expressed by saying, 'Any bright-
colored book is easily soiled.' For what does the hearer
(and with some modifications the speaker) mentally do in the
matter ? He runs hastilj' over a few cases—of bright-
colored books long kept. If the associations thus started
bring up a contrary instance, an instance, let us say, of such
a book remaining untarnished under much handling, the
' general proposition' is rejected; that is, it does not become
a belief, and the associations of its words do not serve as
guides. If, however, all the instances are conformable, it
may become a belief. I submit that the word ' all' in such
propositions has no specific mental content whatever; that
its force is merely to set the mind running over instances of
the connection of ideas suggested by the rest of the proposi-
tion, and to make the proposition stand or fall as a belief,
according to the harmony or discord of that connection of
ideas with any instance whatever that the mental quest may
find. The word ' all'—I mean the word as a mental phe-
nomenon, the perception or idea of its sight, sound or articu-
lation—is there for its function and not for its content.
Virtually any other content would serve just as well if its
function were the same. " Nothing," says Professor James,
in the chapter on Conception in his ' Principles of Psychol-
ogy/ "can give us the thought of 'all the possible mem-
bers ' of a class," but " an altogether special bit of conscious-
ness ad hoc " And this ' bit of consciousness ' is a transitive
feeling, a mere 'sense of our meaning;' it belongs to the
' fringe' of thought. But surely the smallness of this mod-
est bit of consciousness does not excuse it from the obliga-
tion of being intelligible. Even such a very small ' bit '
cannot, in the long run, escape the eye of the psychological
inspector; and if it should turn out to be carrying concealed
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on its little person all the contraband assumptions of an unan-
alytic Conceptualism, it would go hard indeed. Do not mis-
take my meaning. Indisputably such transitive forms of
consciousness exist and have important functions. But their
importance depends on their appointed sequel, on what they
bring after them in the mental train; not on the inward sig-
nificance and essence of their ' altogether special' selves.
In content they may be the merest chaff and trumpery of
consciousness—the feeling of some momentary tension of the
skin or twitch of a muscle. Is it anything but what Mr.
James so aptly terms ' the psychologist's fallacy ' to suppose
that such transitive feelings must needs foresee their sequel
and consciously lead to it? Is not this a signal example of
the confusion between function and content? 1

I said that the universal proposition might become a
belief. The psychological condition that we call belief
affords as good a case as one could have to enforce the dis-
tinction I am making. The current theories as to the nature
of belief fall naturally into three classes. Descartes and
Spinoza, and in recent times Professor Bain and Professor
Bergmann, would assimilate it to the phenomena of volition.
J. S. Mill and Professors Brentano, James, and Windelband
may be named among those who regard belief as a form of
consciousness sui generis, and not to be analyzed. Accord-
ing to thinkers of both these classes, the distinguishing char-
acteristic of belief is to be found in the content of the mental
state so named.

But there has been at the same time an altogether differ-
ent course of thought on the topic. James Mill analyzed
assent as an 'indissoluble association.' When I regard a
certain conjunction of phenomena as the actual conjunction,

1 It has been convenient to take instances from a work certain to be familiar to
all psychologists and serious students of psychology. Meanwhile it is as well to add
that most of the chief theses of this paper are identical or allied with those of an arti-
cle by Professor James on ' The Function of Cognition,' Mind, Vol. X, and of such
passages in his ' Psychology' as that on pp. 267-70, Vol. I. Professor James has
made acknowledgment to myself in his Presidential Address, published last March
in this REVIEW, for ' reconfirming' by the paper now printed his ' sometime waver-
ing opinion.' My gratification at finding that my endeavors have been so blessed is
greatly heightened by the sense that out of a hundred debts that cannot in sum be-
paid or measured, I have in one case been able to render him his own.
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it means that the phenomena maintain to my mental vision
that especial relation unaltered whenever I think of the mat-
ter. But in his notes on James Mill's • Analysis of the Hu-
man Mind,' John Stuart Mill pointed out that this is not
invariably the case. I believe that the World building—to
take a homely instance—rises there at the corner of Park
Row and Frankfort street. Yet I can conceive it away.
I can in imagination, if I so choose, station a Greek temple
or a Gothic cathedral on the spot. Clearly, then, the asso-
ciation is not indissoluble. This answer seemed final. But
a new theory has been formed out of the ruins of James
Mill's which sustains attack more successfully, as I think,
than any other in the field. I refer to that of Mr. Alfred
Hodder, which it is to be hoped the author will soon be
moved to publish. By his account of the matter, a belief
is a conceived conjunction of phenomena in which the ele-
ments can indeed be torn apart by an effort of will, but
in which, if left to themselves, they remain in the same posi-
tion ; the degree of the belief being proportional to the ten-
dency of the elements to maintain or, if deliberately sepa-
rated, to resume this position. Compared with Mill's
definition, this theory makes it, not an indissoluble, but a
spontaneous, association of ideas. The cohesion of the con-
ceived elements may be likened to the elasticity of a strap
of india-rubber. The strap can indeed be drawn out sur-
prisingly far; but once relax the effort and it flies back at
once to its natural dimensions. So precisely with our case
of belief. I can, by some exercise of will, fancy a temple or
a cathedral where the World building now stands; but no
sooner do I cease to put forth the voluntary exertion than
the poetic vision vanishes, and the hard prose of the news-
paper building stands there to the mind's eye as remorse-
lessly as ever.

I hold that this analysis of belief withstands objection
better than any other offered to us. I have heard it urged,
for instance, on the other side, that though we believe the
earth to revolve round the sun, yet so far from that being
the form the relation spontaneously takes to our mind, it is
only with the greatest pains that we can imagine anything



FUNCTION AND CONTENT IN MENTAL ANAL YSlS. 545

•else but that the sun goes round the earth. But this argu-
ment is entirely ineffective. For the purposes of daily life,
I do imagine the sun rising and setting over the broad earth,
and that is at such moments my belief. But when I am
thinking of the planetary balls rolling in space (the concep-
tion with which education has familiarized me), then I spon-
taneously fall to conceiving the ball I call the earth revolv-
ing round that I call the sun. The conception of daily life
does duty for the concerns of daily life; but it gives place
to a totally different conception the moment an astronomical
point of view suggests itself. It is hard, no doubt, to think
•of the earth as a sphere revolving in space, hard to realize
the astronomical view; but when I once fairly do this, the
earth begins of itself as it were, in my imagination, to re-
volve round the sun.

If I am right in deeming this theory of belief the best
working hypothesis in the field (much virtue in that ' if,'
you will say, but after all I can do no better in my brief
space than suggest lines of argument, not carry them fully
•out)—if this theory holds its ground against the others, you
see it is a triumph of those who find the distinguishing mark
of belief not at all in the content or matter of the ideas pres-
ent, but wholly in their mode of behavior, as one may say,—
in their influence in1 preserving each other in firm associa-
tion ; in fine, in their properties or function.

By way at once of pointing and of summing up what I
have said about this confusion in the subject of abstract and
generic ideas, let me take an exceptionally difficult case. In
the extremely careful work of Professor Goswin Uphues, of
Halle, recently published—Die Psychologie des Erkennens—
-he deals once more with the old puzzle as to how our con-
ception of ' nothing' can at once be a real idea possessed of
a genuine content, and yet truly represent nonentity. Even
Professor Uphues' answer, scrupulously reasoned and pre-
cisely stated as it is, does not, to my thinking, deliver us
from the ultimate difficulties of the problem. I cannot un-
derstand how we can have a genuine idea of nothing if the
•content of an idea is the only sign of what it represents. I
wdo not see how an idea by its intrinsic character can accu-
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rately portray—nothing. But if we may look to its function
also, the explanation is plain. If I believe that a certain
room has nothing in it, I think of the empty interior of it—
the bare walls and clear floor; and the mind, or if you will
the brain, is so set, as we say of a trap, that any thought of
an object in the room is promptly negatived so soon as it
presents itself. My belief that there is nothing in the room
is not constituted by my mere picture of a vacant room, but
by the spontaneous self-maintenance of that picture in my
mind, and the instant rejection, that is, failure to coalesce
with the picture, and hence usually disappearance, of any
intruding thought of contents. But we have conceptions of
a more absolute 'nothing.1 Take the belief that before a
certain time nothing existed in space. In that case the pic-
ture of space empty at that time comes before the mind, and
our habitual tendency to imagine it filled is checked as often
as it shows itself. It may be objected, however, that you
cannot conceive space except by virtue of there being some-
thing in it; that a strictly empt) space excludes even the
blue or gray background of atmosphere or cloud. Well, I
do not wish to prejudge the question how far the visual ele-
ment is necessary, as this objection supposes it, to the notion
of space, and so I pass on to the extremest instance of non-
entity within the bounds of thought. Let the belief be that
before a certain date there existed absolutely nothing,
neither matter nor space, angel nor spirit—not even the
locus of a world. The content of my thought, which was first
the empty room and then the void space (supposing the latter
content possible), now disappears completely. Does the
possibility of conceptions or belief disappear with it? By no
means. What we call our belief in such a thoroughgoing
nonentity is simply an attitude of the mind in which it stands
ready to down any rising image of .existent things as at that
time in the world. Our belief is a state of standing indis-
position on the mind's part to entertain any ideas of a cer-
tain character. Here you see the verbal sign has (save its
sight, sound, or articulation) no 'content,' no correspon-
sive mental image at all. Its content is swallowed up in
its function. Do not tell me that this is ' the grin with-
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-out the cat' of popular fable. In truth it is, like the ' poten-
tial energy ' of the physicist, a prophecy or promise—in this
-case a negative promise; namely, such a state of tendency in
the mind as insures the prompt suppression of any intrud-
ing thoughts of a certain order.

Notice in all this how far one go.es astray when one as-
sumes that language in its structure is in any sort whatever
the copy or the homologue of thought. In language the
predicate comes after the subject; in thought they come
together. In language they are connected by a copula; but
there is no copula in thought. There are indeed no verbs in
thought. In thought there are but pictures, painted in the
pigments of the different senses—picture supplanting picture
in endless substitution. 'Action' and 'activity' are but the
names we give to certain sequences in the melting and merg-
ing pictures as they pass. To speak of an action of the mind
or the Ego, of an activity of consciousness itself, when at-
tempting the language of analytic psychology, is to use an
inept and unhelpful metaphor. Psychological study impresses
us ever afresh with the lesson that language is a mere system
of signals, dependent for its form and order on the structure
-and convenience of a bodily organ. Were we Hydra-headed
or had we a hundred tongues, words might go abreast, might
group themselves in a thousand new fashions, and thus in
some respects more nearly take the shape of thought. But
the broadest disparities—such as those which this discussion
has made prominent—would still remain. Not long ago I
«tood on the bridge of a vessel which was signaling a light-
house. The captain signaled with Coston lights and Roman
candles. Now, it would be no more absurd to suppose that
the captain's ideas thus expressed were related together as
the Coston lights and the Roman candles than to take the
grammatical form of the proposition for an outward and
visible copy of the order of thought.

I now come to the subject in which the confusion of con-
tent and function has worked the most subtle and far-reach-
ing harm; I mean the psychology of perception. It is the
function of what we call our sense-perceptions to stand for
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certain objective facts,1 to stand for them in such wise as to'
guide our action in deference to them. These sense-percep-
tions must so play their parts that we do not fall into a pit,
or walk off a precipice into thin air, or knock our fragile
heads against a wall. Now things are so ordered, as we be-
lieve (let us not pry int© the philosophical reasons of it here)*
that our perceptions do us this service by resembling the ob-
jective facts. To be sure it is common to make exceptions
to this in certain items, color, taste, odor, etc.—but lay all
that here aside. The pertinent fact is this: we find it by
many assumed that this function must be inscribed as it were
in the content of the perceptions themselves; that they must
exhibit a conscious intent to represent outer objects as a
portrait represents a man. In the portrait's case, of course,
it is we who, looking on the man and on the painting, ascribe
to the one the function of representing the other. But
imagine if you can a portrait which shall be itself visibly
possessed with the purpose of being like some person, and
you have the parallel of what these thinkers ascribe to cer-
tain mental states. This is what I call looking for the func-
tion in the content; and I regard it as a forlorn quest due to
a confusion. Those experiences that we name color and
touch and resistance and the like are veritably there, and
they guide our daily living; but they do not—touch and re-
sistance no more than color—set up the absurd pretension of
getting out of themselves or profess to reveal anything but
their own intrinsic form and character. How we can know,
if this be true, that they answer in some sort to a world be-
yond them is a question whose answer, plain and sufficient
as 1 conceive it to be, does not belong to a psychological
inquiry.

I know it was maintained yesterday * that tne whole of
this topic of our perceptive knowledge is outside the pale-
of psychology and lies on philosophical land. Professor

I 1 may not detain the reader for any metaphysical amplification or defence of
these insufficient terms. But it will not be wholly useless to avail myself of the
broad shelter of ' idealism'—to mention that my view is among those covered by that
•omewhat vague and varying name.

1 See Professor G. S. Fullerton's Address on ' The Psychological Standpoint,'
published in this REVIEW, Jan. 1894.
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Fullerton, as you remember, erected a tall fence between
the two, and gave us a concrete example of the relentless-
ness with which trespassers will be prosecuted. Well, defi-
nitions and exclusions are easy. I shall not make a new
fence, and return railing for railing, as Dr. Arnold once
said, by way of proving that the problem of perception be-
longs to psychology and not to metaphysics. I know that
it belongs to both spheres. Psychology includes all mental
facts, and if certain forms of consciousness purport to tell us of
other things outside themselves, the fact of their so purport-
ing is a mental fact and lies manifestly within the purview of
psychology. I believe it, however, not to be a fact, but one
of the most singular fictions in the history of thought. To
my thinking this 'self-transcendence,' ' transubjective refer-
ence' and all the handsome phrases devoted to its service
find no better warrant in introspection than they find counte-
nance in logic. Obviously, I cannot stop to prove this in
the dwindling residue of my time. I can only remark that
if I am right (again an if of much virtue) we have here the
source of certain modes of conceiving mental fact which have
spread confusion through the terminology and thought of
our science. For example, if we confound the function and
the content of a knowing mental state, if we read the func-
tion into the content and say the mental state means to know,
then immediately we must conceive of the mental state as an
act, or an act with its results. Our would-be scientific
language insensibly falls into metaphors taken from speech
or painting in order to describe it, and says that it reports
or pictures things out of consciousness. Then we grow used
to speaking of the pictures on one hand and the picturing
process on the other, as though the mind consisted of a stere-
opticon and a screen on which views are cast. We distin-
guish the thinking and the thing thought, or the feeling and
the quality felt, or the thought and its mental object (which
is ' what the thought thinks') or, with certain Germans, das
Vorstellen and das Vorgestellte; all these terms meaning to
refer to psychological and none of them to physical facts.
And then, after all, as we look upon consciousness it seems
to present 3 single and not a double face; and we proceed
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to say, perhaps, with Professor Benno Erdmann: only das
Vorgestellte is immediately given; the Vorstellensvorgang is
inferred. Or we say with Professor James: only the objects
are immediately given; the feelings themselves, the states of
consciousness, might even conceivably be doubted. I submit
that all this cleavage and distinction, together with these
wonderful consequences, vanishes utterly away when we
cease mixing content with function. For then we see, if I
may for the moment use terms I reject, that the feeling as
distinguished from the felt qualities is indeed an out-and-out
fiction, and that the Vorstellensvorgang is falsely inferred.
There is neither mental ' object' ideally projected from a
-* state of consciousness' nor ' state of consciousness' en-
dowed with the property of projecting it. State of con-
sciousness and mental object, idea and content, are one.


